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REMARKS 

The Office Action dated May 12, 2005, has been received and 
carefully considered. In this response, claims 1, 5, 12, 13, 
21, 24-28, 43, 52, 59, 66, 75, and 83 have been amended. Entry 
of the amendments to claims 1, 5, 12, 13, 21, 24-28, 43, 52, 59, 
66, 75, and 83 is respectfully requested. Reconsideration, of 
the outstanding rejections in the present application is also 
respectfully requested based on the following remarks. 

At the outset, Applicant notes with appreciation the 
indication on page 9 of the Office Action that claims 13 and 28- 
42 would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including 
all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening 
claims. However, Applicant has opted to defer rewriting claims 
13 and 28-42 in independent form pending reconsideration of the 
arguments presented below with respect to the rejected claims. 

I . THE ANTICIPATION REJECTION OF CLAIMS 1-12, 14, 21-27, 83-88 
On pages 2-6 of the Office Action, claims 1-12, 14, 21-27, 
and 83-88 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Bodai et al . (U.S. Patent No. 4,253,508). This 
rejection is hereby respectfully traversed with amendment. 

Under 35 U.S.C. § 102, the Patent Office bears the burden 
of presenting at least a prima facie case of anticipation. In re 
Sun , 31 USPQ2d 1451, 1453 (Fed. Cir. 1993) (unpublished) . 
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Anticipation requires that a prior art reference disclose, 

either expressly or under the principles of inherency, each and 

every element of the claimed invention. Id. . "In addition, the 

prior art reference must be enabling." Akzo N.V. v. U.S. 

International Trade Commission , 808 F.2d 1471, 1479, 1 USPQ2d 

1241, 1245 (Fed. Cir. 1986), cert, denied , 482 U.S. 909 (1987). 

That is, the prior art reference must sufficiently describe the 

claimed invention so as to have placed the public in possession 

of it. In re Donohue , 766 F.2d 531, 533, 226 USPQ 619, 621 (Fed. 

Cir. 1985) . "Such possession is effected if one of ordinary 

skill in the art could have combined the publication's 

description of the invention with his own knowledge to make the 

claimed invention." Id. . 

Regarding claim 1, the Examiner asserts that Bodai et al . 

teaches an acoustic agglomerator for agglomerating constituents 

comprising an acoustic generator configured to communicate with 

an area containing a fluid having constituents, wherein the 

acoustic generator is operable to generate a frequency modulated 

acoustic field to enhance agglomeration of the constituents in 

the fluid. 

However, it is respectfully submitted that Bodai et al . 
fails to disclose an acoustic agglomerator for agglomerating 
constituents comprising an acoustic generator configured to 
communicate with an area containing a fluid having constituents, 
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wherein the acoustic generator is operable to generate a 

frequency modulated acoustic field without reliance on the 

fluid, wherein the frequency modulated acoustic field is applied 

to the fluid to enhance agglomeration of the constituents in the 

fluid, as presently claimed. That is, Applicant respectfully 

submits that Bodai et al . does not disclose, or even suggest, 

generating a frequency modulated acoustic field without reliance 

on a fluid having constituents, wherein the frequency modulated 

acoustic field is applied to the fluid to enhance agglomeration 

of the constituents in the fluid. Thus, it is respectfully 

submitted that Bodai et al . does not disclose, or even suggest, 

the presently claimed invention. Accordingly, it is 

respectfully submitted that claim 1 should be allowable. 

Claims 2-12 and 14 are dependent upon independent claim 1. 
Thus, since independent claim 1 should be allowable as discussed 
above, claims 2-14 and 14 should also be allowable at least by 
virtue of their dependency on independent claim 1. Moreover, 
these claims recite additional features which are not claimed, 
disclosed, or even suggested by the cited references taken 
either alone or in combination. Accordingly, it is respectfully 
submitted that claims 2-12 and 14 should be allowable. 

Regarding claim 21, the Examiner asserts that Bodai et al . 
teaches an acoustic agglomerator for agglomerating constituents 
comprising an acoustic generator configured to communicate with 
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an area containing a gas having constituents, wherein the 

acoustic generator is operable to generate a modulated acoustic 

field to enhance agglomeration of the constituents in the gas. 

However, it is respectfully submitted that Bodai et al . 
fails to disclose an acoustic agglomerator for agglomerating 
constituents comprising an acoustic generator configured to 
communicate with an area containing a gas having constituents, 
wherein the acoustic generator is operable to generate a 
modulated acoustic field without reliance on the gas, wherein 
the modulated acoustic field is applied to the gas to enhance 
agglomeration of the constituents in the gas, as presently 
claimed. That is, Applicant respectfully submits that Bodai et 
al . does not disclose, or even suggest, generating a modulated 
acoustic field without reliance on a gas having constituents, 
wherein the modulated acoustic field is applied to the gas to 
enhance agglomeration of the constituents in the gas. Thus, it 
is respectfully submitted that Bodai et al . does not disclose, 
or even suggest, the presently claimed invention. Accordingly, 
it is respectfully submitted that claim 21 should be allowable. 

Claims 22-27 are dependent upon independent claim 21. 
Thus, since independent claim 21 should be allowable as 
discussed above, claims 22-27 should also be allowable at least 
by virtue of their dependency on independent claim 21. 
Moreover, these claims recite additional features which are not 
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claimed, disclosed, or even suggested by the cited references 

taken either alone or in combination. Accordingly, it is 

respectfully submitted that claims 22-27 should be allowable. 

Regarding claim 83, the Examiner asserts that Bodai et al . 
teaches a method of decreasing the frequency of cleaning a 
filtration device comprising: providing a filtration device, 
operable to filter a fluid stream having constituents; applying 
an acoustic field to the fluid stream at a point upstream of the 
filtration device, wherein the acoustic field enhances an 
agglomeration of the constituents. 

However, it is respectfully submitted that Bodai et al . 
fails to disclose a method of decreasing the frequency of 
cleaning a filtration device comprising: providing a filtration 
device operable to filter a fluid stream having constituents; 
generating a modulated acoustic field without reliance on the 
fluid stream; applying the modulated acoustic field to the fluid 
stream at a point upstream of the filtration device, wherein the 
modulated acoustic field enhances an agglomeration of the 
constituents, as presently claimed. That is, Applicant 

respectfully submits that Bodai et al . does not disclose, or 
even suggest, generating a modulated acoustic field without 
reliance on a fluid stream having constituents, and applying the 
modulated acoustic field to the fluid stream at a point upstream 
of a filtration device, wherein the modulated acoustic field 
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enhances an agglomeration of the constituents. Thus, it is 
respectfully submitted that Bodai et al . does not disclose, or 
even suggest, the presently claimed invention. Accordingly, it 
is respectfully submitted that claim 83 should be allowable. 

Claims 84-88 are dependent upon independent claim 83. 
Thus, since independent claim 83 should be allowable as 
discussed above, claims 84-88 should also be allowable at least 
by virtue of their dependency on independent claim 83. 
Moreover, these claims recite additional features which are not 
claimed, disclosed, or even suggested by the cited references 
taken either alone or in combination. Accordingly, it is 
respectfully submitted that claims 84-88 should be allowable. 

in view of the foregoing, it is respectfully requested that 
the aforementioned anticipation rejection of claims 1-12, 14, 
21-27, and 83-88 be withdrawn. 

IIe THE ANTICIPATION REJECTION OF C LAIMS 43-46, 50-52, & 56-62 

On pages 4-5 of the Office Action, claims 43-46, 50-52, and 
56-62 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Scott (U.S. Patent No. 3,771,286). This 
rejection is hereby respectfully traversed. 

Regarding claim 43, the Examiner asserts that Scott teaches 
an acoustic agglomerator for agglomerating constituents 
comprising: an acoustic generator configured to communicate with 
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a fluid having constituents, wherein the fluid is in an open 

area, and the acoustic generator is operable to generate an 

acoustic field to enhance agglomeration of the constituents in 

the fluid in the open area. 

However, it is respectfully submitted that Scott fails to 
disclose an acoustic agglomerator for agglomerating constituents 
comprising: an acoustic generator configured to communicate with 
a fluid having constituents, wherein the fluid is in an open 
area, wherein the acoustic generator is operable to generate a 
modulated acoustic field without reliance on the fluid, wherein 
the modulated acoustic field is applied to the fluid to enhance 
agglomeration of the constituents in the fluid in the open area, 
as presently claimed. That is, Applicant respectfully submits 
that Scott does not disclose, or even suggest, generating a 
modulated acoustic field without reliance on a fluid having 
constituents, wherein the modulated acoustic field is applied to 
the fluid to enhance an agglomeration of the constituents. 
Furthermore, Scott does not disclose an open area, but rather 
discloses a closed area defined by chamber 10. Thus, it is 
respectfully submitted that Scott does not disclose, or even 
suggest, the presently claimed invention. Accordingly, it is 
respectfully submitted that claim 43 should be allowable. 

Claims 44-46, 50, and 51 are dependent upon independent 
claim 43. Thus, since independent claim 43 should be allowable 
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as discussed above, claims 44-46, 50, and 51 should also be 

allowable at least by virtue of their dependency on independent 

claim 43. Moreover, these claims recite additional features 

which are not claimed, disclosed, or even suggested by the cited 

references taken either alone or in combination. Accordingly, 

it is respectfully submitted that claims 44-46, 50, and 51 

should be allowable. 

Regarding claim 52, the Examiner asserts that Scott teaches 
an acoustic agglomerator for agglomerating constituents 
comprising: an acoustic generator configured to communicate with 
an exhaust of a vehicle having constituents, wherein the 
acoustic generator is operable to generate an acoustic field to 
enhance agglomeration of the constituents in the exhaust. 

However, it is respectfully submitted that Scott fails to 
disclose an acoustic agglomerator for agglomerating constituents 
comprising: an acoustic generator configured to communicate with 
an exhaust of a vehicle having constituents, wherein the 
acoustic generator is operable to generate a modulated acoustic 
field without reliance on the exhaust, wherein the modulated 
acoustic field is applied to the exhaust to enhance 
agglomeration of the constituents in the exhaust, as presently 
claimed. That is, Applicant respectfully submits that Scott 
does not disclose, or even suggest, generating a modulated 
acoustic field without reliance on a vehicle exhaust having 
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constituents, wherein the modulated acoustic field is applied to 
the exhaust to enhance an agglomeration of the constituents x» 
the exhaust. Furthermore. Scott does not disclose vehicle 
exhaust, but rather merely briefly mentions transportation 
system. Thus, it is respectfully submitted that Scott does not 
disclose, or even suggest, the presently claimed invention. 
Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted that claim 52 should 
be allowable. 

Claims 56-58 are dependent upon independent claim 52. 
Tn us, since independent claim 52 should be allowable as 
di scussed above, claims 56-58 should also be allowable at least 
by virtue of their dependency on independent claim 52. 
Moreover, these claims recite additional features which are not 
claimed, disclosed, or even suited by the cited references 
taken either alone or in combination. Accordingly, it rs 
respectfully submitted that claims 56-S8 should be allowable. 

yarding claim 59, the Examiner asserts that Scott teaches 
an acoustic agglomerator for agglomerating constituents 
comprising: an acoustic generator configured to communicate with 
a „ area with a fluid flow having constituents, wherein the 
acoustic generator is operable to generate an acoustic field to 
enhance agglomeration of the constituents in the area, and the 
acoustic generator applies the acoustic field to the area at an 
angle arbitrary to a direction of the fluid flow. 
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However, it is respectfully submitted that Scott fairs to 
disclose an acoustic aerator for agglomerating constituents 
comprising: an acoustic generator configured to communicate with 
an area with a fluid flow having constituents, wherein the 
acoustic generator is operable to generate a^odul^ted acoustic 

•-vw* fluid flow, wh erein th e modulated 
field without relianc e_on_ the fluid tiow , 

agglomeration of the constituents in the area, and the acoustic 
g enerator applies the modulated acoustic field to the area at an 
angle arbitrary to a direction of the fluid flow, as presently 
claimed. That is, Applicant respectfully submits that Scott 
do es not disclose, or even suggest, generating a moduiated 
acoustic field without reliance on a fluid flow having 
constituents, wherein the modulated acoustic field is applied to 
ch e fluid flow at an angle arbitrary to a direction of the fluid 
now to enhance an aggiomeration of the constituents. Thus, it 
is respectfully submitted that Scott does not disclose, or even, 
suggest, the presently claimed invention. Accordingly, it rs 
respectfully submitted that claim 5. should be allowable. 

Claims 60-62 are dependent upon independent claim 59. 

• cq qbnuld be allowable as 
Thus, since independent claim 59 should 

di3 cussed above, claims 60-6 2 should also be allowable at least 
by virtue of their dependency on independent claim 59. 
Moreover, these claims recite additional features which are not 
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-, i_ «-v,e rited references 
claimed, disclosed, or even su gg ested by the 

lone or in combination. Accordingly, it 
taken either alone or 

n ■ «, fi2 should be allowable, 
respectfully submitted that claxms 60-62 

In vi e„ of the fore 9 oin g , it is respectfully related 
che aforementioned anticipation Section o £ cUi» 43-«. ^ 
52, and 56-62 be withdrawn. 

a 5 6 of the Office Action, claims 66-69, 82, 83, 
On pages 5-6 01 

n s c § 102(b) as being 
87 and 88 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 

i ms Patent No. 4,307,964). This 
anticipated by Dudgeon et al . 

rejection is hereby respectfully traversed. 

al teaches an acoustic agglomerator for agglomerating 

rustic generator configured to 
constituents comprising: an acoustic g 

• th a n area containing a fluid with constituents, 
communicate with an area c 

^■f i-hP constituents in 
acoustic field to enhance agglomeration of the 

arable to determine information about 
the area; and a system operable to 

• the area wherein the acoustic generator can 
the constituents m the area, 

modi fy the acoustic field in response to the information. 

However, it is respectfully submitted that Dudgeon et al 

rustic agglomerator for agglomerating 
fails to disclose an acoustic agg 

rustic generator configured to 
constituents comprising: an acoustic g 
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communicate with an area containing a fluid with constituents, 
wherein the acoustic generator is operable to generate a 
modulated acoustic field „ i tho £ t^eliance^n_t^^ 
th^modulatedj.cous^^ t0 
agglomeration of the constituents in the area; and a system 
operable to determine information about the constituents in the 
area, wherein the acoustic generator can modify the modulated 
acoustic field in response to the information, as presently 
claimed. That is. Applicant respectfully submits that Dudgeon 
et al. does not disclose, or even suggest, generating a 
modulated acoustic field without reliance on a fluid having 
constituents, wherein the modulated acoustic field is applied to 
the fluid to enhance an agglomeration of the constituents. 
Thus, it is respectfully submitted that Scott does not disclose, 
or even suggest, the presently claimed invention. Accordingly, 
it is respectfully submitted that claim 66 should be allowable. 

Claims 67-69 and 82 are dependent upon independent claim 
66. Thus, since independent claim 66 should be allowable as 
discussed above, claims 67-69 and 82 should also be allowable at 
leas t by virtue of their dependency on independent claim 66. 
Moreover, these claims recite additional features which are not 
claimed, disclosed, or even suggested by the cited references 
taken either alone or in combination. Accordingly, it is 
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an and 82 should be 

respectfully submitted that clarms 67-69 

allowable . 

yarding claim 83, the Examiner asserts that Dudgeon et 
al teaches a method of decreasing the freguency of cleaning a 
filtration device uprising, providing a filtration device, 
operable to filter a fluid stream having constituents,- applying 
an acoustic field to the fluid stream at a point upstream of the 
nitration device, wherein the acoustic field enhances an 
agglomeration of the constituents. 

However, it is respectfully submitted that Dudgeon et al. 
£a ils to disclose a method of decreasing the fre^ency of 
cleaning a filtration device comprising: providing a filtration 
devi ce operable to filter a fluid stream having constituents; 
a5£s£ aUn 2 _a J odu^t^^ 

£1 uid stream; applying the^dulated acoustic field to the fluid 
^7T7oint upstream of the filtration device, wherein the 
adulated acoustic field enhances an agglomeration of the 
congtituents , as presently claimed. That is, Applicant 

respectfully submits that Dudgeon et al. does not disclose, or 
even suggest, generating a modulated acoustic field without 
reliance on a fluid stream having constituents, and applying the 
m odu!ated acoustic field to the fluid stream at a point upstream 
o£ a filtration device, wherein the modulated acoustic field 

of the constituents. Thus, it is 
enhances an agglomeration of the 
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respectfully submitted that D ud g eon et al. does not disclose, or 
ev en su g9 est. the presently claimed invention. A ccordin g ly, - 
i. respectfully submitted that clai™ 83 should he allowable . 

Cla im s 87 and 88 are dependent upon independent clai* 83. 
Thu3 , since independent clai. 83 should be allowable as 
^cussed above, claims 8, and 88 should also be allowable at 
ieast by virtue of their dependency on independent clai. 83. 
M oreover, these claims recite additional features which are not 
cl ai„ed. disclosed, or even suited by the cited references 
tak en either alone or in cognation. accordingly, it « 

t a rrtc? Q7 and 88 should be 
respectfully submitted that claims 87 

allowable . 

it is respectfully requested that 
in view of the foregoing, it is resp 

• rpipction of claims 66-69, 82, 

the aforementioned anticipation reaction 

83 , 87, and 88 be withdrawn. 

„ nsc § 103(a) as being 
6 3-65 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 

vr~ -5 771 286) in view of 
unpatentable over Scott (U.S. Patent No. 3,771,286) 

a oct cnft) This rejection is 
Bodai et al. (U.S. Patent No. 4,253,508). 

hereby respectfully traversed. 

As stated in MPEP . 2143, to establish a pri.a facie case 
o£ obviousness, three basic criteria ™.t be .et. First, there 
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must be some suggestion or motivation, either in the references 

themselves or in the knowledge generally availabie to one of 

ordinary skill in the art, to modify the reference or to cosine 

reference teachings. Second, there must he a reasonahle 

expectation of success. Finally, the prior art reference (or 

references when coined, must teach or suggest all the claim 

Umitations. The teaching or suggestion to make the claimed 

combination and the reasonable expectation of success must both 

b e found in the prior art, not in applicant's disclosure. In^e 

.eeck, 947 F.2d 488, 20 USP 0 2d 1438 (Fed. Cir. 1.91). Also, as 

s tated in MPEP I 2143.01. obviousness can only be established by 

combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce 

th e claimed invention where there is some teaching, suggestion, 

or motivation to do so found either in the references themselves 

or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill 

in the art. Inline, 837 F.2d 107!, 5 USPQ2d 1596 «Fed. Cir. 

X..8), ln_^e_0ones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 

19M , The mere fact that references can be combined or 

modified does not render the resultant combination obvious 

unless the prior art also suggests the desirability of the 

T„ re Mills 916 F.2d 680, 16 uSPQ2d 1430 (Fed. 
combination. Tn re Mills, 

= „t«i in MPEP § 2143.03, to establish 
Cir 1990) . Further, as stated in ur. 

prima facie obviousness of a claimed invention, all the claim 
limitations must be taught or suggested by the prior art. In_~ 

17 

66007.000009 WASHINGTON 529938vl 



patent Application 
attorney Docket No.: 66007.000009 

gata, 490 F.2d ..1. 180 USP 0 SSO <CCPA 1974,. That is, • W U 
„ ord s in a claim must be considered in Judging the patentability 

=w- " In re Wilson, 424 F.2d 
of that claim against the prior art. In_re_w 

13 82, 165 USPQ 494, 496 (CCPA 1970). Additionally, as stated in 

MPEP , 2141.02, a prior art reference must be considered in its 

• „ i e as a whole, including portions that would lead 
entirety, i.e., as a wnuxc, 

awa y fro. the claimed invention. w^^ore^Associates^nc^ 

ZZZ^, 469 U.S. 0B1 ,1984,. Finally, « an independent 
cl aim is nonobvious nnder 35 U.8.C. 103, then any claim 
pending therefrom is nonobvious. In_re^ine, 037 P. 2d 1071, 5 

USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988). 

Claims 47-49 are dependent upon independent claim 43. 

T^-im should be allowable, as 

Thus, since independent claim 43 shouia 

diS cussed above, daims 47-49 should also be allowable at least 
by virtue of their dependency on independent claim 43. 
Moreover, these claims recite additional features which are not 
cl aimed, disclosed, or even suggested by the cited references 
taken either alone or in combination. Accordingly, xt rs 
respectfully submitted that claims 47-49 should be allowable. 

Claims 53-55 are dependent upon independent claim 52. 

-i . c 9 chould be allowable, as 
Thus, since independent claim 52 shouia 

disC ussed above, claims 53-55 should also be allowable at least 
by virtue of their dependency on independent claim 52. 
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Moreover, these claims recite additional features which are not 
claimed, disclosed, or even suggested by the cited references 
taken either alone or in cognation. Accordingly, it rs 
r espectfully submitted that claims 53-55 should he allowable. 

Claims 63-65 are dependent upon independent claim 59. 

i ; m cq should be allowable, as 
Thus, since independent claim 59 snouia 

discussed above, claims 63-65 should also be allowable at least 

by virtue of their dependency on independent claim 59. 

Moreover, these claims recite additional features which are not 

claimed, disclosed, or even suited by the cited references 

taken either alone or in combination. Accordingly, it rs 

reS pectfully submitted that claims 63-65 should be allowable. 

In view of the foregoing, it is respectfully reguested that 

, ^ • e,^ eo -r^-iection of claims 47-49, 53-55, 
the aforementioned obviousness rejection o 

and 63-65 be withdrawn. 

v . THE_OBVIOU^^ 

On pages 7-8 of the Office Action, claims 1, 3, 4, 14-20, 

qc tt q r § 103(a) as being 
and 70-81 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 

unpatentable over Dudgeon et al (U.S. Patent No. 4,307,964) in 
vie w of Bodai et al . (U.S. Patent No. 4,253,508). This 
rejection is hereby respectfully traversed. 

Regarding claim 1, the Examiner asserts that the 

ot- *1 and Bodai et al . teaches an 
combination of Dudgeon et al . and 
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acoustic agglomerator for agglomerating constituents comprising 
an acoustic generator configured to communicate with an area 
containing a fluid having constituents, wherein the acoustic 
generator is operable to generate a frequency modulated acoustic 
field to enhance agglomeration of the constituents in the fluid. 

However, it is respectfully submitted that the combination 
of Dudgeon et al . and Bodai et al . fails to disclose an acoustic 
agglomerator for agglomerating constituents comprising an 
acoustic generator configured to communicate with an area 
containing a fluid having constituents, wherein the acoustic 
generator is operable to generate a frequency modulated acoustic 

field w^thout_reli^^ 
modulated ^oustic field is^pplied_^he_flui^ to enhance 
agglomeration of the constituents in the fluid, as presently 
claimed. That is, Applicant respectfully submits that Dudgeon 
et al. and Bodai et al . , either alone or in combination, 
disclose, or even suggest, generating a frequency modulated 
acoustic field without reliance on a fluid having constituents, 
wherein the frequency modulated acoustic field is applied to the 
fluid to enhance agglomeration of the constituents in the fluid. 
Thus, it is respectfully submitted that the combination of 
Dudgeon et al . and Bodai et al . does not disclose, or even 
suggest, the presently claimed invention. Accordingly, it is 
respectfully submitted that claim 1 should be allowable. 
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Claims 3, 4, and 14-20 are dependent upon independent claim 
1. Thus, since independent claim 1 should be allowable as 
discussed above, claims 3, 4, and 14-20 should also be allowable 
at least by virtue of their dependency on independent claim 1. 
Moreover, these claims recite additional features which are not 
claimed, disclosed, or even suggested by the cited references 
taken either alone or in combination. Accordingly, it is 
respectfully submitted that claims 3, 4, and 14-20 should be 
allowable . 

Claims 70-81 are dependent upon independent claim 66. 
Thus, since independent claim 66 should be allowable, as 
discussed above, claims 70-81 should also be allowable at least 
by virtue of their dependency on independent claim 66. 
Moreover, these claims recite additional features which are not 
claimed, disclosed, or even suggested by the cited references 
taken either alone or in combination. Accordingly, it is 
respectfully submitted that claims 70-81 should be allowable. 

In view of the foregoing, it is respectfully requested that 
the aforementioned obviousness rejection of claims 1, 3, 4, 14- 
20, and 70-81 be withdrawn. 



VI. CONCLUSION 

In view of the foregoing, 
the present application is in 

66007.000009 WASHINGTON 529938V1 



it is respectfully submitted that 
condition for allowance, and an 
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early indication o£ the same is courteously solicited. The 
Examiner is respectfully revested to contact the undersigned by 
telephone at the below listed telephone number, in order to 
expedite resolution of any issues and to expedite passage of the 
present application to issue, if any counts, questions, or 
suggestions arise in connection with the present application. 

= na HHnn for an extension of 
To the extent necessary, a petition ror 

time under 37 CFR § 1-136 is hereby made. 

Please charge any shortage in fees due in connection with 
the filing of this paper, including extension of time fees, to 
Deposit Account No. 50-0206, and please credit any excess fees 
to the same deposit account. 

"•tfuMtY submitted, 
Hur/tdn I Williams LLP 




nomas E: Anderson 
Registration No. 37,063 



TEA/vrp 

Hunt on & Williams LLP 
1900 K Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20006-1109 
Telephone: (202) 955-1500 
Facsimile: (202) 778-2201 



Date: August 12, 2005 
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